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alleged for the further reason that the article was [food] in package form and
the quantity of the contents was not plainly and conspicuously marked on the
said packages in terms of weight and measure.

On August 25, 1924, the Stone-Ordean-Wells Co., Duluth, Minn., having
appeared as claimant for the property, judgment of condemnation and
forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court that the product be
released to the said claimant upon payment of the costs of the proceedings and
the execution of a bond in the sum of $500, in conformity with section 10 of
the act.

R. W. DunLar, Acting Secretary of Agriculiure.

13159. Misbranding of butter. VU. S. v. 18 Cases of Butter. Consent decree
of forfeiture. Product released under bond. (F. & D. No. 19863.
I. 8. No. 16429—v. 8. No. E-5144.)

On February 21, 1925, the United States attorney for the Northern District
of Georgia, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
Distriet Court of the United States for sa.d district a libel praying the seizure
and condemnation of 16 cases, each containing 32 cartons, of butter, remain-
ing iu the original unbroken packages at Atlanta, Ga., alleging that the article
had been shipped by Swift & Co., from Nashville, Tenn., on or about Feb-
ruary 10, 1925, and transported from the State of Tennessee into the State
of Georgia, and charging misbranding in violation of the food and drugs
act- as amended. The article was labeled in part: (Carton) ‘ Brookfield
Creamery Butter Swift & Company, U. 8. A. 1 Lb. Net Weight,” (shipping
case) “32 Lbs. Net Brookfield Creamery Butter. 14 1b. prints in 1 1b. cartons.”

Misbranding of the article was alleged in the libel! for the reason that the
statements, to wit, “1 Lb. Net Weight” and “32 Lbs. Net,” borne on the
cartons and cases respectively, were false and misleading and deceived
and misled the purchaser into the belief that each of said cartons contained
1 pound net weight of bulter, and that each of said cases contained 32 pounds
net weight of butter, whereas, in truth and in fact, the cartons contained less
than 1 pound of butter and the cases contained less than 32 pounds of butter.
Misbranding was alleged for the further reason that the article was in pack-
age form and the contents thereof were not plainly and conspicuously marked
on the outside of the packages.

On March 10, 1925, Swift & Co., claimant, having admitted the allegations
of the libel and having consented to the entry of a decree, judgment was
entered, forfeiting the product, and it was ordered by the court that the
said product be released to the claimant upon payment of the costs of the
proceedings and the execution of a bond in the sum of $300, in conformity
with section 10 of the act.

R. W. Dunvar, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

13160. Adulteration of canned sardines, U. S. v. 40 Cases of Sardines.
Defaunlt decree of condemnation, forfeiture, and destruction.
(F. & D. No. 19134. I. 8. No. 23014-v. 8. No. C—4042.)

On November 8, 1924, the United States attorney for the District of Ne-
braska, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in the
District Court of the United States for said district a libel praying the seizure
and condemnation of 40 cases of sardines, remaining in the original unbroken
packages at Grand Island, Nebr., alleging that the article had been shipped
by the Johnson Bay Canning Co., from Eastport, Me., on or about July 4, 1924,
and transported from the State of Maine into the State of Nebraska, and
charging adulteration in violation of the food and drugs act. The article was
labeled in part: (Can) “Enterprise Brand American Sardines * * *
Packed By Johnson Bay Canning Co., Lubec, Maine,”

Adulteration of the article was alleged in lhe libel for the reason that it
c;msist’ed in whole or in part of a filthy, decomposed, or putrid animal sub-
stance.

On March 6, 1925, no claimant having appeared for the property, judgment
of condemnation and forfeiture was entered, and it was ordered by the court
that the product be destroyed by the United States marshal.

R. W. DunrLaP, Acting Secretary of Agriculture.

13161. Misbranding of coitonseed meal. TU. S. v. Purcell Cotton O0il Co.
f;g& of) guilty. Fine, $100 and costs. (F. & D. No. 19304. I. S. No.
—~V.

On January 21,' 1925, the United States attorney for the Fastern District
of Oklahoma, acting upon a report by the Secretary of Agriculture, filed in



